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ABSTRACT . " ' 

Differences in the prediction of academic achievement 
between traditional and older undergraduate students are examiQed. 
Central tendency and correlational statistics vere used to analyze 
the Independent variables using college grade-poii^t coverage as the 
dependent variable. Data were analyzed separately for freshmen and^ 
transfer students as veil as for males and females. Results include T 
the following: older students exhibit higher relative acadeMc, \ 
achievement; there are differences in pattern and degree of 
predictabi3.it y of these students; and these differences appear to be 
sex related. These findings show the need to evaluate predictive 
criteria for the increasing numbers of mature students. 
(Aut*hor/LBH) \^ 
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PRpDICTlON OF ACADEMIC SUCCJeSs FOR MATURE STUDENTS 

\ There are increasingly large* numbers of -o^lder students on college 
ca3n|)uses. Many factors contribute to this trend.- High school students are 
deciding to stop out for a period of time before going on to college. Many 
adults are deciding to begin college la^r in life, or complete their pre- 
viously intelTUpted college education/' Others are coming back for- retrain- 
ing in differeft<^^ocational fields, for upgrading of job skills, as well as * 

■ ** ■ • ■ "i ■ 

for. their own enrichment. The current economic situation contributes to 

this trend. Large numbers of under-or unemployed people ^ith time on their 

hands are beginning to consider some type of post-secondary education. The 

general population has more tlescretionary leisure time than ey^r before.. 

Also, because. of declining birth fates the median age of the general popula-. 

tion is increasing. All of these factors, when taken/xogether, tend to 

indicate that there will continue to be large nuijA^ers of mature students on 

college campuses. . 

Because of this trend there is/k need for data on the. success of >i_ 

these students at college. Because ^tney come from such diverse b^ckgrouriSis 

and with mkny diffeWnt motiv^ti^dn^ as well as purposes, it should not be 

assumed that :the traditionalfacademic measures will have predictive validity 

■ 

for these students. There exists a need to examine anew what factors con- 
tribute to the ^ademdc success of these mature students J Or if, in fact ,^ 
there are any ^factors ^ which are useful in thfe prediction of academic achieve- 
ment for the older student. This study is an attempt to explore the predictive 
validity of some of these factors. 

Specifically, this, study was conducted to shed, light on the follow- 
ing c{uesti(Jns. First, is The University of Michigan (U-M) attracting more older 



/ students?*. Second; is th^re a^r^^^^^ academic achievement . of 

j the younger jmd 'older .s^^ used to predict . * 

' academic succesis for. younger/ students' ^l?o, CQiitrib^ '\ 

bider students? Fourth, are there sex-rtfl^t'ed^^^^^^^^ \ 
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similar achievement for 1i:hes^ 
differences in the prediction iof academic! su^cc^ss for such students? ^ ■ j • 

• REVIEW OF THE. RESEARCH 

Negative Findings «on Predictipn^ , 

Results of a study at Macoi^b , County Commmity College, Michigan, 

(Ice, 1971) suggested that high school grade-point averag§" (CPA) and 

American College Testing program (ACT), test scores correlations with college 

' r ■ • ^ • - 

CPA were not sufficiently high to' warrant their use as^ exclusive criteria for 

•prediction with mature adult applicants. This sttjdy found t:hat even though 

young adults and mature adults had similar high .school records, thfe^matyre 

» ' ■ ' \ ■ 

students overaj^ compiled a better college CPA. The studies by Ryan (1969) 

^ ' * 

and. Winslow* (1968) al^so^^found thai* high school CPA \was not a good predictor 
of college CPA for adult students. Stephen and Wheeler (1969), as well, as 
Groehke (1969), in addition, concluded that. ACT/ test results were not as 
highly correlated with college CPA for mature students^as for young students. 



^These studies, when taken t.ogether, indicate- that the two most common measures 
of pasCt academic achievement are not 'predictive of future college achievement 
for the >idult student. « - 

■ . - ^ A ' ' 

^ itive Fi^dijigs . ^ ' ' ^ - 

Most research conducted otj young versus mature studerfts "^tends to 

' ' • ' ' i. i- 

indicate that the;older sti^deftts do at least a^ well, and better ki soifte 



.instances, than thedr'more traditional counterparts '(Fagin, 1971 ; Ferguson,^ 1966; 
telfter, 1962; Hall^ 1970; Perkins,, 1971, Reed aj^4 Murphj?,' 197S; Ryan, 1^69; 

4 



Sensor,* 1964;* Stephen and Wheeler, 1969; Winslow, 1968). 

Unfqrtunately , while many "studies suggest' basing admission of non- 
traditional students ofi variables* other than, prior academic achievement, 

t • 
there is little evidence ojc studies repottihg on the predictive validity of 

these variables for nontraditional students/ Some suggested" variables 
include scholastic motivation and willingness to spend time on education X 
(Halfter, 1962), personal interviews post high school expierience^./(Watersf, 
1971), references or ret:ommend[ations of an employer (Reed and Murphy, 1975), 
more maturity, and ^learer goals (Ferguson, 1966). 

^ There is more substwtial' evidence on sex differences in the pre- 
diction of academic success. Paraskevopoulos and^\(jbinspn (1970) found that 
while "the coefficients of the .s,eparate regression equations for men and 
women were not significantly different . . . the intercepts of the two 
separate, equations were statistically significant (p. -215)." Furthefinore, -a 
study by Gross, Faggen, and McCarthy (1974) indicated that females are more 
predictable than males in academic settings. s ' • 

The research cited above tends to indicate, in summary, that there 
are large differences between younger* and older college students in their 
academic achievement and predictability of such achievement. 



* METHOD • 
Subjects 



For this study, the older or nontraditional student was defined- as 
\. -an undergrMuate student who is 22 years of age or older at the time, of first 
\ enrpllment at The University of Mi'chigan. It should be noted that this makes 



'Vhe junior level transfer student only several years ''nontraditional'* since 
t^e traditional junior-level transfer student is only 19 or 20 years Id,. 




The nontraditional students whp entered The University of Michigan during the 
calendar years 1971 through 1974 were compared with undergradjtfate entrants to 
The University of' Michigan during the same years. " 



RESULTS 'AND DIJiCUSSijON ' , . 
Table I ^iyes a summary of the' nurabers of ojder student^ initially 
enrolling as- undergtaduates at The University of Mich^igan during the years 
'^1971 through 1974.. Analysis of ^ this table indicates an. overall picture of 
' increasing numbers *as well as percentages of older students : enrol lioig^t T! 
Universit)^ o!f Michigan, While there are some inconsistencies in this Trend, 
for example freshman males applying for entry during 1974 and (female and male 
transfer students applying for admission' during the '1972 calfemlar ye^ri the 

data is reasonably consis1;ent . This data suggests that university adminis- 

<f ^ " ' . ' * 

trators should be aware of the unique needs of and provide additional speGial\ 
services for^ these nontraditional students, 

' > ... 

. ' ^ (Insert Table \ here) 

Is there a difference 'between the ^cadeiiVic achievement- of tTiese ^ ^ 

a\fieT student s/ and their younger counterparts? In ^erras of past aca(i^ic ' ' 

' ' ' . ' ' ' ' ■ ■ " . 

.achievement, analysis of Tal;le II \( freshmen) and Table III (trsa^fer i^1:uderitsy . 

shows signif icant/differences betweea the academic qualif ication^ of younger 

and olde.r students,. Younger ^re^hmen. (Table II) admitted to the University ^ - 

have almost (,841 a full grade higher <mean grade-point average in high scJiooT 

• ' ' •. • , " * ' i - 

GPA)-.* Theit mean high school percentile rank (HSPR) places them in the ^ - 

♦ ■ ^. " ■ • ■ *■ 

X • top 12 percent of their class, while the nontTaditional students are, on the 

' ' . ' ' r * ' • 

average, around the 50th percentile/ Younger f^^Shmen also do ijiuCh. better on 

the Scholastic 'Aptitude Tfirst (SAT) than older freshiften, though* the differences 

in the Verbal s life scoVes (SAT V) are not nearly a? large as for ^he -Math subscores 



(SAT M). It is interesting, to note, furtliermor?^ that the stanclard deviation, 
that is, the spread^^€^|i/^^^is^ ^consiv^erably greater for the older freshmen ^ 
in all variables, ^L^^^^^ 

[JilJferiakT^es II and III here) • < 

T^ble III iiWji^jM situation for students transferring 

into the University. 'wid^[igtudent,s have a lower prior college mean grade-' 
point average and a greater spr'ekd* of grades than their younger counterpart 
It is clear^from both Tables II and III that older students enrolling at the " 
University present considerably poorer academic qualifications at the time, of 
' admis^sioA. How do these, students fare in the University classrooms? 

Table IV presents data on the academic success o*f students as measured 
by the. first year "University of Michigan grade-point average (UM-GPA) on a 

0.0 - 4.0 scale. The daVa in Table IV is clear with respect to females. Whether 

• ■ ■ . _ I ■ 

they apply as freshmen or transfer students older women earn a slightly better 
' mean gjrade-point at the University (UM-GPA) than their more traditional counter- 
partis. For males the situation is less clearcut. The younger fi^shman males 
have a considerably higher mean U-M grade-point average than older freshman males, 
but liale transfer students earn the same mean grade-point average whether they* 
are younger or older. THe standard deviation^ are slightly larger for nontradi-^ • 
tional students, \i^hether they are males or females, freshmen or transfe:^ 
students. , . * . 

, (Insert Table here) . ^ ; * . 
When data from Tables II, III, and IV are.con^jated* it becomes, evident . 

that even though older students are admitted with lower academic. qualifications 

s ■■■%'' 

they perform relatively -- to^these qualifications better tlian do younger . 
students relatively to their academi^c qualifications. For freshmen, the 
decrease in mean grade-point average from high school to cojlege is .57 for 



young students while older freshmen increase their mean grade^f^int average .15. 
The mean grade-p6int average de crease from their^prior college toJJrW is .27 
for traditional transfer students, while: older students transferring to the 
Uni'versity exhibit no change in their^m^ari gtade.-point average, thus, older 
students do relatively better as a group than their younger, more traditional * 
counterparts. While older students do relatively better academically, the 
question remain^/ are they as predictable? •* , 

Analysis of Table V and Table VI for freshmen and Table VIKfor 
transfer students indicates that, first, traditional freshmen and transfer 
Students are significantly predictable. For 'freshmen (Table V) ai^d transfer 
students (^T able VII) all of the independent variables studies are significantly 

V , . ' ^1 . •• . 

correlated (p^.Ol) with the deperftient variable UM-GPA. The re'gression 

analysis (Table VI) also points to the significant predictability of first year 

grades for young stydents, be they freshmen or transfers to the Universit^ • The \ 

dependent variable of the regression equation is, df-^course, the first year 

U-M grade-point average. The independent vdriable^'s include3. HSGPA,. HSPR,\ SAT-V,. ' 

and SAT-M. The' pattern of predictability is less '^cle^r for^the oldef, nbii- 

traditional' *^ttidents. .^^ . ' . •' 

; (Insert* Tables V and VI )iere) - \ ; , ' ' 

Fojl^ older freshmen. Table V indicates that there is only one independent 

variable, SAT .verbal score, si.^if icantly ^borrelated -(p ^ .Ql) with -IjM-GPA for ' 

\ , ■ ■ ' ■ 

females and none fpr ipales. Table VI shows that UM-GPA fpr. older females* is spme- 

. . - - ■ f ' ' ' . 

predictable (P ^•05)' but not significantly predictably for older -Aales . : It? 



is interesting- to note (Table IV) ths^jt. fbr the olde;^ female freshmen tlt6 S.AT 
verbal scoipe accounts for most of th^* var^ince and.^that fhese older freshman 
females are the most pl^edict 4ble freshman *grpu^ studied* 

(insert Table VII herfe) ^ 



Correlations for old^r transfer students' are presented in Table VII, This 
table 4iindicate^ thaf" for older transfer students prior grade-point average is ^ 
not significantly 'correlated with grades for females but is for males, the 
reverse of the pattern foiv, older , freshmen, ^ 

0 One can conclude 'from the above analysis thatj^ not only is there a 
difference in pr^ic'tability of firsrt year GPA for younger and older students 

at The University of Michigan but alsa that thfere are differences in precjicta- 

'if 

bility betwe^ freshmen and transfers and between females and males. 




SUMMARY 

Resul'ts of this study indicate thq following. First., The Univjersity 
of Michigan is enrolling ever increasing numbers of students whd are 22 years 
of age or older. Second, these students exhibit higher relative achievement, 
than their more traditional coimterpaijts . Next, there are differences, in the 
pattern and degree of predictability for these older students when compared 
with the youmger, more traditional students. Finally, these differences in the 
pattern and degree of predictability;(to]^SI: to be sex related. 

Because of their ever incr^a^^TTg "^fp^ there is a need for increased 

services to these students new to the TOiWgiate sce^e. Colleges and univer- 
sities need to continually' evaluate the adequacy of their programs which ^id 
the transition of the nontraditional student from the "outside world** to college^ 
There should be ongoing research on and moni^toring of ^these students. Finally, 
there should be 'comparable data collected at other institutions to validate the 
above findings. 
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Number bf OMer Students Enrolling^ as Undergraduates - 



The University of Michigan*- 



/ 



/ . 


Female . " • 


' FresftiiiiSn 
Male 




Total 




N 




. K 




• N 


.(%) 


\ 1971 


i" 


.(.6'] 


7 


(.3) 


19 


, (.4) 


im/ 


21 


(1.0) 


b 


(.2) 


27 


(.6) 


1973 


29 


(1.3) 


1 n 


(.^) ■ 


47 


(1.0) 


1974 


36 


(1.7) 


■ 16 


(.6) 


•52 


(1.1) 



Transfer Students 



Female 



Male 



Total 



N (%) N ■ (%) ■ N (%) 

128 (18.1) 161 (21.2) 289 (19,7) 

104 (13.7) 142 (15.3) 24^ (14.6). 

195 (23.6) 222 (22.5) 417'' (23.0) 

183^ (23.^0) 256 (24.9) '439 (24.1) 

J 1 
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Table 11 



High School Grade-Point Average, Cljass Rank,an'd SAT Scores 
for Traditional .and Oldir Freshmen 



HSGP 



HSPR 



SATM 



(N) Mean\ S.D. (N) 'Mean S.D. (N) Mean, S.D, (N) Mean 'S.D.' 



T-raditiohal 



(8357|.' '.i4l-, 96, 



Female (8484) ' 3.46 1.38 , (8528) 12.2 

V. , I ■■■'4 . 1 , .\, , _ _ \ _ ' ■ 

WMe mil) 3.35 -\m (16645) 86 14,'? '.' -(8^3)- ^M'' 94 



Total (U4S7) 3,40 \tt it %1 



.Older Stud|jts ■ | , ' 

■ Female ' (79) 2.72 .66 (98) 56 

'' . (35) 2.20 .^9 . (47) . ^9 .31.7 

Total ' (114) ■ 2.56 .h (145) * 50 34.3 



(74:): 534 ' -115 
(36) ' 509 ' 126 



(lioj :526 119 



(8355) 554 94 , 
(9.843) 621 ,91 
(18198) 590 98 : 



(74) 444 111, 
. (36) 50 1' 128' 
(110) 462 H9 
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Table III 



Prior College Grade-Point Averige 



for Traditional and Older Transfer Students^-' 



Traditional 
Mean S.D. 




Prior GPA 



(N) 



Older 
Mean 



S.D. 



3.16 
3.07 



.43 



.47, 



0] 2.89^" 
'(776]' • 2.87 



.56 

\ 

.53 



3.11 



.45 



(1385) 



2.1 



.54 



t 



. Traditional . ' 



Female 



Male 

Total 

■ I ^ 

Older 

i ' 
Feiale 

Male • 

*Total ] ■ 



f University of Michigan Ciunulatiye Grade- Point -Average^ 



k 


Fr^shmerf 




\ 


Mean 


S.D. 


\ * 




.03 

« ( 




2.80 


.69 


i ' (1636'2) 


\ ■ '2.83 . 


. .66 




\ 

\ 
\ 


f 


. , (70) 


■ \ 2.91 


.64 ' 


) (31) 


2.?6 ' 


\)i 




'1 

i 

2.ii 


.75 '■■ , 



(Nj 

(ftl6) 
(26{9) 



(4745) 



I r 



Rir 



Table V 



^ Correlations Bet.k*_een' Predicfors and tiiter-ion ''for "Freshmen^ . 



Freshmen Females 



HSGPA 

it 

HSPR : 

Sat V 

SAT^ 

UM-GPA ' 
\ 



'V 



f 


norix 






k • ' _ 


.'73* 


.32' • 


. .2 * 


.73* , ' 




. .24^' 


.33* 


.'55*' 




• . ..1: 


' .57* 


' .34 


.63*')) ^ 




•> • ■ ' 

.19* ■ 


.lO"' 




.17 



(N=7280 for traditional fdiiiales,N=36 for older females) 



HSGPA' 



HSPR 



Freshilien Males 

— r-*r— 1 

/SATV; 



hsgpa: 




7S* ' 


1 .32* 








HSPR . . 


.91* :,■ 


mmm M 

1 


,.25*' 


SATV ' ■ 


-.29 


-.33 


» ■ » ■ 


•SATM ' ' 1 , 

/' 




. .34 *^ 


' .57* 








UM-GPA 


.19 


■ ' .07 ' 





SATM 
.37* 
.31*' 
.54'* 



.04 



(N=874'7 for traditional males, N=21 for oldp-r 



Table VI . , 
Regression Analysis for Freshmen 



r 



•i . . . 



MulR. 



6 / 



' ^ of- Variance' 
"Accounted for 



' I 



Females 
Males 



572.74 
696.46 



.000 ,. 
.000 



'^.489 
.492 



.24 
.24 



Females 



Males 



3.O0' 
.90 




.328 
.428 



.2? 



.18. 



Table VII 



Correlations. Between Prior and U-:M Grade-Point Average 
for Transfer Stndents 



Traditional Students 
• ^ Female . 

Male 
Total 



.36*' 
.43* 



.41- 



(N) 



(2458) 
(4429) 



Older Students 

. Female 
-.V^>--^^Male 



Total 



,11 



\ .15"' 



(445) 
(566) 
(1011) 



.01 
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" . * • \ ■ ' FOOTNOTES ^ • ' .', - - - ' 

^The aut;iiOr wishes to expres,s his thanks to Lance Erickson and Marilyn McKinney 

■ ' ) • ' . , ' 

for their hdlpful comments and suggestions, . ^ " • 

# 

^Actually, students 'who have paid their enrollment deposit and thus give;. 

■- . • . ■ ■ ^ / ■ V. , • ■ ■ " 

evidence of their intention to enroll. 

" ■ * , ' * < t. 

Academic subjects only. < ' . ^ * ' . ^ 

^ , .... 

^After 1-3 terms of enrollment, depending on- initial term. 



^Traditional students are abovfe diagonal , voider students below ut. 



^Independent variables included are HSGPA, MSPR, SAT! V, SAT M. 



